
May 8, 2025    ELECTRONIC DELIVERY 
  

 
Vice President 
Aviator College of Aeronautical Science & Technology School #M060148 
3800 Saint Lucie Boulevard Probation Order 
Fort Pierce, Florida 34946 
 
Dear : 
 
At the February 2025 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (“ACCSC” or 
“the Commission”) considered its previous decision to continue Aviator College of Aeronautical Science 
& Technology (“ACAST”) located in Fort Pierce, Florida on Warning. Upon review of the November 26, 
2024 and December 4, 2024 Warnings and the school’s responses to those letters, the Commission voted 
to place ACAST on Probation with a subsequent review scheduled for ACCSC’s August 2025 meeting. 
The reasons for the Commission’s decision are set forth below. The Commission also reviewed the 
complaints submitted by  and  and determined to continue the review of 
items raised in those complaints. 
 

History of the Commission’s Review: 
 
On April 2, 2024, ACAST notified the Commission of material events involving injurious and fatal 
accidents. ACCSC requested additional information from ACAST in an April 3, 2024 letter and ACAST 
responded to the request on April 19, 2024. Additionally, information regarding the material events is 
available via National Transportation Safety Board (“NTSB”) Preliminary Reports regarding the August 
17, 2023 and March 30, 2024 incidents. 
 
May 2024 Meeting Review and Action on Incident Report:1 

History Part I – Material Events 

ACAST’s April 2, 2024 notification of material incident details two fatal and injurious incidents at the 
school: 

• A March 30, 2024 crash resulting in 1 fatal injury and 1 serious injury and 

• An August 17, 2023 crash resulting in 1 fatal injury and 1 serious injury. 

The Commission found that while the school informed ACCSC of the March 30, 2024 incident within 10 
days,2 this notification did not excuse ACAST’s past failure to provide the required notification regarding 
the August 17, 2023 incident. In this case, the school’s failure to timely notify ACCSC of a serious incident 
prevented the Commission from assessing the matter and initiating an inquiry as to the school’s compliance 
with accreditation and safety standards and other regulatory requirements.  
 
Upon learning of the incidents described above, the Commission directed ACAST to demonstrate that all 
machinery and equipment is properly maintained and provided with proper safety devices, which are in 
working order and used whenever the machinery and equipment is operated (Section II (A)(5)(d), 

 
1 The full details of the Commission’s review and decision from the May 2024 meeting are captured in the May 15, 2024 
Commission Letter. 
2 Accrediting standards state that each accredited school must notify ACCSC of any material event or circumstance that will or 
could affect the school’s operations, policies, staff, curricula, reputation, approval status or authority to operate as a legal entity, or 
financial status. Such notification must be in writing, made within 10 calendar days of the event’s occurrence, and is in addition to 
disclosures that are required in the applications for initial or renewal of accreditation or any substantive change report (Section V 
(E)(1), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation).  
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Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). The school provided two NTSB reports with the 
following information: 

• The NTSB Preliminary Report of the March 30, 2024 Incident appears to catalog important mechanical 
issues such that the Commission questioned whether they have been subject to routine evaluation and 
maintenance. The Commission noted its interest in reviewing documentation of the school’s ongoing 
safety and maintenance activities including those maintenance activities referenced below. 

• The NTSB Preliminary Report of the August 17, 2023 Incident appears to catalog an instructor’s 
decision to perform a non-required maneuver that then led to acute mechanical failure and serious and 
fatal injuries which raised questions as to the school’s safety culture. 

ACAST’s April 19, 2024 Response also describes changes to the school’s safety and maintenance 
operations following the August 17, 2023 and March 30, 2024 incidents. 

 
The Commission stated its interest in reviewing documentation of the school’s efforts, implementation, and 
also the school’s documentation of its baseline safety operations and the consistency of its efforts to 
maintain a learning environment that treats student/faculty safety and wellbeing as paramount. The 
Commission held that a culture of safety should be a consistent and serious endeavor particularly in an 
industry where risk of injury or fatality has a higher likelihood when diligence is not central to school 
operations. The Commission additionally questioned why certain practices were not in place previously 
regardless of whether such practices are required by the Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”). 
 
Based on its review at the May 2024 meeting of the school’s response in regard to student safety, emergency 
preparedness, physical facilities, the Commission directed the school, inter alia, to: 

• Document its approach to safety and maintenance both before and after the incidents; 

• Demonstrate that the school’s student services program encompasses student safety and well-being 
(Section VI (A)(3)(b), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation); 

• Show that the school’s written Emergency Preparedness Plan includes appropriate emergency scenario 
identification and concordant action plans (Section I (G)(3), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation); and 

• Provide a written description of the incidents and to show any additions/revisions to the school’s 
Emergency Preparedness Plan or other safety policies/training as a result of these events as necessary.3 

 
History Part III – Anonymous Complaints 

On April 22, and 29, 2024, the Commission received two anonymous complaints. The complaints allege 
that ACAST may not be in compliance with the Commission’s standards in the areas of ownership, 
management, and administrative capacity, financial responsibility, instructional materials and equipment, 
program design, program length, enrollment agreements, educational administration, faculty qualifications, 
student services, and complaints. The Commission requested ACAST’s response to the complaints. 
 
History Part IV – Institutional Cease Enrollment 

The questions and concerns raised during the May 2024 review as captured in the May 15, 2024 
Commission letter with regard to the school’s maintenance and safety operations created heightened 
awareness of the safety of the school’s current student body. Moreover, ACAST’s failure to notify ACCSC 

 
3 The school must have a written emergency preparedness plan that is made available to all staff, faculty, and students, and includes 
emergency scenario identification and concordant action plans, evacuation and lockdown procedures, communication protocols for 
sharing information with appropriate parties during and following an incident, orientation for students, and regular training for staff 
and faculty (Section I (G)(3), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation).  
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in a timely manner as required prevented the Commission from undertaking a timely review of pertinent 
information in these areas. Thus, in order to allow for the review of this information and to put a check on 
student safety concerns, the Commission directed the school to Cease Enrollment for a period of time to be 
determined through the remainder of the review of these issues. 

 
August 2024 Meeting – Commission Review, Findings, and Directives4 

At the August 2024 meeting, the Commission considered the following: 

• The May 15, 2024 Warning and Institutional Cease Enrollment Directive,  

• The June 23, 2024 On-Site Evaluation Report,  

• ACAST’s respective July 3, 2024 and July 2024 Responses to those letters, and  

• ACAST’s August 1, 2024 update to its July 3, 2024 response. 
 
The Commission communicated its concern with regard to the safety of ACAST’s students and ACAST’s 
ability to institute a culture of safety remains central to the Commission’s range of concerns regarding the 
school’s compliance with multiple accrediting standards, including minimally those relating to student 
services, emergency preparedness, instructional equipment, and physical facilities. 
 
The Commission noted ACAST’s initiatives and efforts to implement improvements in the context of 
ACCSC’s expectation to see documentation of such progress. Even so, the Commission was gravely 
concerned by the FAA’s findings; unsafe plane operations, and the non-ability to redress or address them 
along with another accident, possible and near violations of FAA regulations, and non-cooperation with the 
FAA are serious issues regardless of any finding of regulatory violation. The Commission maintained a 
strong interest in the FAA’s response to the school’s efforts and any additional findings, inspections, 
scrutiny, or correspondence from the FAA.  
 
The Commission further communicated 26 areas of continued concern in its November 26, 2024 Warning. 
The issues range from systematic issues in administrative capacity and the school’s ability to meet its 
obligations to students to leaves of absence and transfer of credit. 
 
November 2024 Meeting – Commission Review, Findings, and Directives5 

At the November 2024 meeting, the Commission reviewed the following: 

• September 13, 2024 Commission Warning Letter with Institutional Cease Enrollment Directive and 

• ACAST’s October 21, 2024 Response. 

Upon review of the above, the Commission voted to: 

• Continue ACAST on Warning with the findings expressed to be aligned and merged with the 
Commission’s concurrent findings from the August 2024 meeting,6 all of which to be reviewed at 
ACCSC’s February 2025 meeting; 

• Lift its previous Cease Enrollment Directive; and 

• Cap ACAST’s enrollment. 

 
4 The full details of the Commission’s review and decision from the August 2024 meeting are captured in the September 13, 2024 
Commission letter. 
5 The full details of the Commission’s review and decision from the November 2024 meeting are captured in the December 4, 2024 
Commission letter. 
6 See the November 26, 2024 Warning. 
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The safety of ACAST’s students and ACAST’s ability to institute a culture of safety remains central to the 
Commission’s range of concerns regarding the school’s compliance with multiple accrediting standards. 
The Commission noted that the school clearly is attempting to prioritize safety initiatives and understands 
that this process will take time. 
 
The school’s efforts following the noted incidents provided the Commissions with a minimally adequate 
level of trust regarding improvements with safety initiatives. Accordingly, the Commission determined to 
lift its Cease Enrollment Directive but to place ACAST on a Cap Enrollment Directive whereby ACAST 
cannot not have an enrollment in excess of 112 students in the Aeronautical Science (AOS) degree program 
and 35 students in the Commercial Pilot (Certificate) program (a total of 147 students) at any time. The 
enrollment cap directive was meant to allow the school to focus on its safety initiatives and to continue 
scaling and promoting student safety and progress through the educational programs. 
 

February 2025 Meeting – Commission Review, Findings, and Directives 
 

The Commission noted that the school’s January 23, 2025 Response references the Hallmarks of Quality 
from the Standards of Accreditation multiple times such as: 

• This collaboration will support institutional efforts to satisfy all of the Commission’s Hallmarks of 
Quality (pg. 6);  

• This clarity and opportunity to design a process that aligns with standards is intended to help each 
department demonstrate its own individual hallmarks of quality (pg. 8); and 

• These improvements will positively impact areas like [a] more holistic understanding of the Hallmarks 
of Quality to ensure ongoing alignment with each of these areas and renewed focus on what each 
individual, each department, and the College as a whole can do to support the achievement of these 
goals (pgs. 96-97) 

While the school references these concepts, the Commission has found that, in practice, the school is not 
exhibiting them. The Commission’s accreditation process focuses on inputs (the kinds of students in the 
school and the recruiting, admission, and testing procedures that produce them); resources (instructors, 
equipment, library, etc.), processes (how the school actually operates), and outcomes (how well does the 
school meets its mission to adequately train students to be prepared to successfully enter the workforce). 
The Commission believes that both the inputs and the outcomes are essential factors in institutional and 
student success and as such expects that schools comply with both the input and outcome standards. Given 
the number of ongoing concerns persisting over six months and the school’s inability to provide information 
across internal departments, the Commission has determined that the school is not meeting these 
expectations and is not in compliance with several standards as cited below.  
 
The Commission reminds ACAST that the burden rests with the school to establish it is meeting all 
requirements of the Standards of Accreditation. Moreover, the Commission’s deliberations and decisions 
are made on the basis of the written record of an accreditation review and, accordingly, the school must 
supply the Commission with complete documentation of the school’s compliance with all accrediting 
standards and requirements if the school is to maintain accreditation. As such, the Commission directs 
ACAST to provide a thorough and complete response with documentation to each of the items listed below. 
Overall, the burden rests with the school to show that it is meeting its mission, serving students, and meeting 
all requirements of the Standards of Accreditation in order to maintain ACCSC accreditation. 
 
The Commission determined that ACAST is out of compliance with the standard(s) as listed in this letter 
in Items 1 through 23. Items 24-26 represent areas where the Commission has expressed continued concern 
but has not yet made a finding of non-compliance. 
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of Accreditation. Some staff were hired predicated on having a graduate degree, not because 
they had the experience necessary to function in a vital role. Some of this was born out of an 
abandoned position needing to be filled rapidly. Combined with no administrative leadership 
from the Vice President of Academic Affairs, these roles were never acclimated to the 
standards, nor were they adequately trained on the compliance standards under their purview.  

The individuals who produced work that resulted in many findings have resigned. However, 
the College had already decided that most would be terminated after the site visit due to their 
unwillingness to modify their process following compliance standards after the current 
Director of Academic Affairs provided them with training on compliance standards as they 
apply to their position (July 23, 2024 ACAST Response, pg. 5). 

Although the school “acknowledges the staffing issues” and the decision for termination, the 
organization chart supplied in the response lists Vice President  as the person 
overseeing all of the directors and other senior management, who has been with the organization for 10 
years and reporting directly to President  who has been with the organization with 40 
years. Given that these individuals were in these roles during both fatalities and have not ensured 
continuous compliance with ACCSC accrediting standards—despite having 50 years of combined 
experience—the Commission questioned whether the school has completed the necessary analysis and 
identified the root cause of the issues that led to these incidents and findings.  
 
With regard to the appropriate administrative and operational policies and procedures, ACAST stated 
that these have “historically been the General Operations Manual (GOM) and the Employee Manual” 
(Id., pg. 8) and that since the on-site evaluation, the school has provided the Emergency Response Plan 
to all employees. However, the response does not provide information as to how the school plans to 
review and update this information as needed. The Commission is interested in reviewing the updates 
to the employee handbook along with any other pertinent information along with documentation for 
implementation of appropriate administrative and operational policies and procedures. Therefore, the 
November 26, 2024 Warning directed ACAST to provide a copy of the updated administrative and 
operational policies and procedures along with information on how the school reviews and updates 
policies and procedures as needed. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST described the collaborative process to develop 
occupational manuals for each department. The school stated that: 

A work in progress, some occupational manuals are still being worked on as we revisit certain 
areas of the student life cycle to ensure a detailed and transparent process. This clarity and 
opportunity to design a process that aligns with standards is intended to help each department 
demonstrate its own individual hallmarks of quality. While all of them are a living document 
and will be used in all department training and assessment processes, those still in development 
are indicated with a “DRAFT” statement. The completed and draft handbooks are attached 
for review (6). The one exception is that the new Chief Pilot has asked for 6 months to review, 
amend/create the handbooks for all flight operations positions (January 23, 2025 ACAST 
Response, pg. 8). 

Handbooks appear to exist for Academic Affairs, Director of Education, Registrar, Admissions, 
Financial Aid, Student Services, Human Resources/Career Services, Librarian, President, and Vice 
President, which appear to contain general information, standards, reporting procedures, and policies. 
Some manuals also include a section on duties. While the school provided these manuals, it remains 
unclear whether the school has effectively implemented the policies and procedures outlined, especially 
considering that the school has not demonstrated compliance in the majority of the areas discussed 
herein. As the school did not demonstrate that the school adheres to these policies and procedures, the 
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school failed to demonstrate compliance with Section I (A)(1)(d), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation. 

 
Regarding the continuity of management and administrative capacity, the Commission noted that the 
Director of Academic Affairs, Director of Financial Aid/Veterans Affairs, Registrar, Director of 
Education, Director of Admissions, Director of Maintenance, and Assistant Director of Maintenance 
have less than 1 year of tenure with the institution and the Chief Pilot “has agreed to resign effective 
August 30, 2024 once a replacement to be hired [sic]” (July 23, 2024 ACAST Response, pg. 4). In 
addition, the President, Vice President, Director of Academic Affairs, Director of Financial 
Aid/Veterans Affairs, and Director of Maintenance appear to be shared resources with the branch 
campus located 100 miles away leading the Commission to question the adequacy and effectiveness of 
oversight of both the main campus and the branch campus (see Item #23 below). Further, although 
ACAST provided a list of training in which school personnel have engaged that started after January 1, 
2024, the response does not include any documentation that these trainings were in fact completed. 
Moreover, while the College “will be working to ensure that new hires all have the right combination 
of education, experience, and ability to lead and manage a post-secondary educational institution” (Id., 
pg. 9), and will begin “a series of trainings intended to upskill those already on staff” (Id.), these appear 
to be upcoming plans rather than a demonstration of current adequate management and administrative 
capacity. Therefore, the November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school to submit additional 
management and administrative staff information. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST provided a Management Personnel Retention 
Chart for the period of July 1, 2024 to November 30, 2024 that lists 17 current staff members. The 
Commission found that 13 staff members have a tenure of less than 18 months and six of those staff 
members have a tenure of 6 months or less. As captured below (see Item #8 below), it is unclear whether 
each of these individuals participate in ongoing development and training activities that support their 
particular roles in the school. Additionally, ACAST identified a 34.6% employee turnover rate between 
January 1, 2024 and November 30, 2024. The school acknowledged that this is high and asserted that 
“15% of the employees who left the organization were directly responsible for many of the 
Commission's findings and failures to meet substantive standards” (January 23, 2025 ACAST 
Response, pg. 11). In the five months following the departure of four employees in July/August 2024, 
ACAST has not made the necessary adjustments to demonstrate compliance with accrediting standards 
as listed in this Probation. As time continues without the school documenting its compliance with 
standards, the Commission questions the school’s assessment that its issues were driven by the 
employees who left the school. For example, as seen below (see Items #7, #8, and #10), ACAST 
referenced several occasions wherein current school staff did not provide documents for the school’s 
response to the Commission. The Commission determined that the school has not demonstrated 
continuity of management and administrative capacity in compliance with Section I (A)(4) Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
As part of the explanation and justification as to how the school has a sufficient number of managers 
and administrative employees, ACAST stated that the current ratio of 225 students and 17 staff is “one 
administrator per 13 students, which is sufficient to serve the student body with personalized services, 
even if that includes a broader range of services within each department than would be found in larger 
colleges” (Id., pg. 7). However, this ratio does not take into account that student needs are not evenly 
distributed. For instance, the number of students requiring student services assistance may far exceed 
the number of students requiring the assistance of the person responsible for International Business 
Development. The Commission noted that students share these same concerns based on the low level 
of student satisfaction across departments (see Item #5 below). 
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i. A completed verification form for each graduate employed; 

ii. For each graduate classified as self-employed, a signed statement from the graduate verifying 
that the employment is valid which includes the following: 

- The graduate’s name and contact information; 

- An attestation that the self-employment is aligned with the individual’s employment goals, 
is vocational, and is based on and related to the education and training received;  

- An attestation that the graduate is earning training-related income; and  

- In cases where licensure is required for employment, an attestation that such licensure has 
been achieved; and 

iii. For each graduate classified as “career advancement,” supporting and verifiable documentation 
for each graduate to include a signed statement from the graduate or employer acknowledging 
that the training allowed the graduate to maintain the employment position due to the training 
provide by the school or that the training supported the graduate’s ability to be eligible or 
qualified for advancement due to the training provided by the school; and 

f. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with ACCSC’s requirements. 

 
5. ACAST did not demonstrate that the school is both attentive to its students’ needs as a means to support 

retention and also maintains written policies and procedures addressing student services, and makes 
students aware of such services (Section VI (A)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 
Results from the student survey conducted during the on-site evaluation indicate dissatisfaction with 
the school in all major areas across both programs. Additionally, the on-site evaluation team noted that 
the school did not maintain written policies and procedures addressing student services and making 
students aware of these services. The sentiment of a lack of communication to students was echoed in 
an anonymous complaint to which the school responded, “[t]his complaint is valid” (July 23, 2024 
ACAST Response, pg. 43). As part of the school’s response to the June 23, 2024 OER, ACAST 
provided plans to increase student satisfaction, including the addition of new staff, faculty training, 
facility improvements, and expanded student services.  

In the school’s January 23, 2025 response, the school provided updated student satisfaction rates from 
a recent survey. While the area of Faculty significantly increased to an 83% satisfaction rate, the areas 
of Admissions (69%), Financial Aid (57%), Equipment (42%), all improved but are still low. The areas 
of satisfaction with Academic Progress (55%), Student Services (37%), Library/Learning Resource 
System (63%), and Facility (57%) all remained low with little change. Lastly, only 33% of students felt 
good about their decision to attend ACAST and only 25% of students would recommend ACAST to a 
friend. The school acknowledged that all changes needed to increase student satisfaction require time, 
money, and resources. ACAST indicated that the school intends to continue changes necessary to 
increase student satisfaction but that it will likely not be a quick process. The school stated that the 
spring assessment period will include results covering a time period when the new members of the 
administrative team will have first engaged in institutional assessment, which the school believes will 
help team members move toward a unified goal. The school believes they will see significant 
improvement by the fall of 2025.  

While the Commission acknowledged that improving student satisfaction requires effort and time, the 
Commission remains concerned in the efforts of the school to remain attentive to student needs in all 
areas. Indicating that only now in the spring of 2025 will the school engage in institutional improvement 
planning does not show that the school has sufficiently engaged in a comprehensive process to 
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immediately address the Commission’s concerns. The Commission determined that the school is out of 
compliance with Section VI (A)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 

Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs ACAST to submit the following: 

a. Results of a student survey using either the ACCSC student survey or one that is substantially 
similar that includes the following: 

i. A description of the student survey process and a copy of the survey instrument used; 

ii. A detailed analysis of the student survey results with a particular focus on any results that show 
less than 80% satisfaction; and 

iii. A detailed narrative of the school’s plan to address any areas of student satisfaction, if 
applicable, and any other information to support the efforts made to enhance a student’s 
experience at the school; 

b. An assessment of the factors impacting the rates of student dis/satisfaction; 

c. A description of the school’s mechanisms for remaining attentive to student needs; 

d. An explanation as to how the strategies implemented by the school are intended to target those 
factors; 

e. A description of how the school is measuring the effectiveness of those strategies; and 

f. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 
 

6. ACAST did not demonstrate that: 

• The school’s student services program encompasses student safety and well-being (Section VI 
(A)(3)(b), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation) and 

• The school maintains comprehensive documentation of student advising sessions (Section VI 
(A)(4), Substantive Standard, Standards of Accreditation).  

At the time of the on-site evaluation, the school did not supply the team with evidence of advising 
sessions other than entrance/exit financial aid sessions. As part of the school’s response to the June 23, 
2024 OER, ACAST submitted a description of how to better track advising sessions for students. The 
school indicated that it planned to create a formal policy and procedure to be included in the student 
handbook by August 2024. The school also included records for the five most recent advising sessions 
that occurred since the on-site evaluation.  
 
In the January 23, 2025 response, ACAST provided the Counseling/Advising section of the school’s 
catalog. This section describes that the school does not offer any counseling services other than 
academic advising, as the previous counselor no longer works at the school. The catalog also states that 
individual advising sessions are scheduled by appointment and faculty members are also available to 
meet with students. The catalog description provided does not make it clear who the student should 
schedule academic advising with. The catalog states that generally students are able to speak with a 
member of the college’s management team for guidance, encouragement, or assistance in career fields. 
While the school previously stated a formal policy and procedure related to academic advising was 
expected to be completed by August 2024, the school did not include this policy and procedure in its 
January 23, 2025 response. Lastly, the Commission requested that the school submit a sample of 10 
most recent advising sessions. The school’s January 23, 2025 response indicates that the departments 
affiliated with academic advising did not provide the documentation and therefore it was unable to be 
provided for the Commission’s review. The Commission found this lack of internal collaboration to be 
highly concerning and indicative of overall management and administrative capacity issues at the 
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institution. In this instance, the failure to provide this information to the Commission places the school 
out of compliance with Section VI (A)(3)(b), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation and 
Section VI (A)(4), Substantive Standard, Standards of Accreditation. . 
 
With regard to student safety, the Commission previously communicated that ACAST earned a 
minimally adequate level of trust with regard to the school’s safety initiatives following the noted 
incidents. The school described its intent to move to a culture of student service spanning the entire 
organization. The school also pointed to the results of its survey which indicate that half of the school’s 
students would not or not likely would not use mental health/physical well-being services, which also 
means that half would have an interest in such services. To that end the school indicated that the Student 
Services Coordinator reached out to a local provider for on-campus services and the school is seeking 
budget approval for the initial $10,000 cost. The school stated it is continuing to reach out to local 
providers to identify student discounts, low-cost services, or partnership opportunities and will be 
looking to the results from a survey in the third week of the semester to gather insights on student needs.  
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs the school to submit the following: 

a. The school’s policy and procedures related to student advising; 

b. A sample of the 10 most recent advising sessions since the January 23, 2025 submission;  

c. The results of the referenced survey and a description of any additional services offered as a result 
of the survey results; 

d. Documentation of any newly offered services as referenced in (c.) above; and  

e. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 

 
7. ACAST did not demonstrate that: 

• The school has operational policies necessary to adequately support educational programs and 
faculty (Section III (A)(1)(a), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation) and 

• The school’s chief pilot who acts as oversight with responsibilities typical of a director of education 
has an earned degree at least one level higher than the highest degree offered by the school (Section 
III (A)(1)(b)(ii), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation).  

The June 23, 2024 OER states that although the school has a written faculty handbook “Aviation 
Instructor’s Handbook (FAA-H-8083-9),” it does not appear that the school maintains any policies or 
procedure manuals related to academics other than the school catalog. The on-site evaluation team 
noted that the Aviation Instructor’s Handbook discusses learning styles, communication, and pedagogy. 
However, it does not appear to be a manual for the inner workings of the school’s academics to include 
information on grading, grade submission, satisfactory academic progress, or other internal educational 
policies and procedures. In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, ACAST provided the General 
Operations Manual and Employee Handbook but also indicated that these documents are currently 
being updated.  
 
Additionally, the on-site evaluation team noted that the school’s Chief Pilot who is responsible for 
oversight of the program and flight operations does not have at least a Bachelor’s degree as required. 
In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, ACAST stated that the Chief Pilot resigned and that the school 
hired a new Director of Education. However, while Director of Education appears to have the necessary 
background to serve in this role, this new Director of Education had only been on the job for two weeks 
at the time of the response submission. As such, the November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school 
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to provide additional information on the operational policies and procedures along with clarification on 
the duties for the Chief Pilot and Director of Education.  

In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST provided a January 17, 2025 Employee 
Handbook and a 2023 General Operations Manual. The organizational chart in the updated Employee 
Handbook lists the General Education Adjunct Faculty as reporting to the Registrar and the 
Occupational Faculty reporting to the Director of Education who in turn reports to the Chief Pilot. The 
response also states that  is considering promoting the current registrar to Vice 
President of Academic Affairs, however, the narrative does not include any details on the reporting 
structure or how the duties would be split among the Vice President of Academic Affairs, Director of 
Education, and Chief Pilot. Without this information, and given the range of educational findings 
described in this Probation (minimally, Items 1, 3, and 12), the Commission determined that the school 
is out of compliance with Section III (A)(1)(a), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
In addition, while the November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school to submit Staff Personnel 
Reports for the education administrators, the January 23, 2025 Response indicates that these “were not 
provided by the department” (pg. 47). The school’s inability to demonstrate effective interdepartmental 
communication and resulting failure to submit necessary documentation are deeply concerning to the 
Commission. Since the school provided no information on the education administrators, the 
Commission has determined that ACAST is out of compliance with Section III (A)(1)(b)(ii), Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation.  
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs the school to provide the following: 

a. A copy of the school’s operational policies and procedures specific to adequately support 
educational programs and faculty to include any updates since the January 2025 submission; 

b. An organizational chart for education administration; 

c. A Staff Personnel Report for each individual included in (b.) above;  

d. Documentation of any training/professional development completed by the Director of Education, 
Chief Pilot, and Vice President of Academic Affairs, as applicable; 

e. An update on the division of duties between the Vice President of Academic Affairs, Director of 
Education, and Chief Pilot regarding training and professional development; and 

f. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with ACCSC’s requirements. 

8. ACAST did not demonstrate that the school staff and faculty participate in professional development 
activities by clearly showing the following: 

• Members of school management and administrative employees participate in ongoing development 
and training activities that support their particular roles in the school (Section I (A)(3) Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation);  

• The school’s faculty and educational administrators engage in ongoing faculty assessment and 
professional development activities that are: appropriate to the size and scope of the school’s 
educational programs; support the quality of education provided; and enhance student learning and 
achievement and the school did not document the implementation of assessment and professional 
development activities for its faculty (Section III (A)(2), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation); and  

• The school’s faculty engage in ongoing development of teaching skills as part of its plan for faculty 
improvement (Section III (B)(4), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation).  
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The on-site evaluation team noted that the school could not provide documentation that management 
and administrative employees are engaged in professional development or training activities. 
Additionally, the on-site evaluation team found that there is no professional development in place for 
faculty and that while there are courses at the beginning of the program that are intended to teach 
students to teach other students, once those are complete there appears to be no further support. 
 
In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, ACAST provided a copy of the Employee Handbook which 
includes an annual requirement for all employees to be engaged in professional development to include 
evaluation, professional development plans, and continuing education requirements. In addition, the 
school noted the FAA Instructor Handbook requires faculty to continue to develop their knowledge and 
skills. Further, the response indicates that departmental training will begin in August. Additionally, to 
maintain compliance on an ongoing basis, the school indicated that the Director of Education and 
Registrar will provide quarterly reminders to all faculty members. While the school outlined the internal 
requirements, external requirements, and plan for professional development and ongoing compliance, 
the response to the June 23, 2024 OER failed to provide any documentation of the implementation of 
these policies or practices. Therefore, the November 26, 2024 Warning directed ACAST to provide 
updated information on management, staff, and faculty ongoing development and training activities. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST provided an organizational chart, Employee 
Handbook, and documentation of internal training including online ACCSC training. Although the 
school provided documentation of these training activities, ACAST did not show that the ongoing 
development and training activities support each staff member’s particular roles in the school. This is 
particularly important given that 13 staff members have a tenure of less than 18 months with six staff 
members with a tenure of six months or less (see Item #2 above). Further the lack Staff Personnel 
Reports due to a deficiency of interdepartmental communication as identified above (see Item #7 
above), do not allow for a fulsome review of the school. As such, the school is out of compliance with 
Section I (A)(3) Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation.  
 
Furthermore, while the response includes a list of current faculty members, the response does not 
include Faculty Personnel Reports with the statement “[t]he faculty personnel reports were not provided 
by the department” (January 23, 2025 ACAST Response, pg. 48). Additionally, ACAST stated “[o]ther 
faculty members and flight instructors have either not completed any professional development or their 
efforts have not been documented to provide to the Commission” (Id.). As noted previously, the 
demonstrated inability for interdepartmental communication and the lack of necessary documentation 
are deeply concerning to the Commission. Since the school provided no evidence of ongoing faculty 
assessment and development, the Commission has determined that ACAST is out of compliance with 
Section III (A)(2), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation and Section III (B)(4), Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation . 
 
Based on the foregoing findings related to staff and faculty professional development, the Commission 
directs the school providing the following: 

a. A copy of any updated policies and procedures for school management and administrative staff 
ongoing training and development; 

b. An updated organization chart listing the school management and administrative staff along with 
name and job titles;  

c. Documentation for each individual identified as school management and administrative staff on the 
organization chart demonstrating adherence to the school’s policies and procedures for ongoing 
training and development since the January 2025 submission to include information specific to 
their particular roles in the school;  
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b. A detailed description of the school’s efforts to increase retention of the educational administrative 
staff and faculty including any new initiatives developed by the school, the average tenure of 
instructors and educational administrative staff based on the data submitted in the above chart, and 
a summary of the impact of the strategies employed to ensure greater retention going forward; 

c. Evidence of any training for any new faculty and educational administrative staff hired since the 
on-site evaluation; 

d. The school’s turnover rate for educational administrative staff and faculty for the time period March 
31, 2025 to March 31, 2025;  

e. A detailed description of the oversight of the educational administrative staff and faculty; and 

f. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards.  

 
10. ACAST did not demonstrate that: 

• The school verifies prior work experience and maintains documentation of academic credentials of 
all faculty members and administrators (Section III (A)(4), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation) and 

• Faculty members have appropriate qualifications and be able to teach in a manner that permits 
announced educational objectives to be achieved and that all faculty are able to demonstrate a 
command of theory and practice, contemporary knowledge, and continuing study in their field 
(Section III (B)(3), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 

The on-site evaluation team noted that instructors appear to have no experience or qualifications as 
each instructor is a current student. These current students appear to hold private and instructor ratings. 
However, because faculty are all current students, there is little to no professional experience for each 
that is verified by the school as required. 
 
In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, the school confirmed that many of the faculty members are 
graduates from the school. In lieu of providing a verification process for the faculty members’ 
qualifications, the school noted that they are considered qualified by virtue of completing the training 
program. The Commission may allow a flight school to hire certified individuals who do not possess 
the minimum of three years of practical work experience in the field as instructors when certain 
conditions are met. In order to accommodate this unique aspect of the industry and yet ensure flight 
schools retain a strong and experienced faculty, the school must address the following institutional 
policies, processes and procedures:  

• The flight school must demonstrate that it has appropriately rigorous hiring criteria;  

• The flight school must demonstrate that it appropriately supervises faculty;  

• The flight school must demonstrate that faculty engage in comprehensive faculty development and 
improvement activities; and  

• The flight school must demonstrate the use of a formative and summative performance evaluation 
process for faculty.  

 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST provided an employee handbook and indicated 
its plans to draft a faculty handbook; however, this has not yet been completed. In order to demonstrate 
that the school has the required rigorous hiring criteria, the school provided the evaluation process for 
hiring. First, a candidate must have completed instructor training and passed and received the instructor 
license. They must then interview with the Chief Pilot or Assistant Chief Pilot about aviation 
knowledge, level of spoken English, ability to teach and “knowledge syllabus” [sic]. Lastly, the Chief 
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Pilot or the Assistant Chief Pilot also assess practical flight ability including airborne ability, teaching 
standard, and pilot skill. 
 
In order to verify employment, the school uses a third-party service, ActiveScreening. If employment 
cannot be verified, ACAST then utilizes a second third-party service such as WorkNumber. If that does 
not produce a verification, the school states Human Resources will meet with the Hiring Manager and 
the Vice President. However, ACAST does not identify how the school then verifies the employment 
of those individuals. The school states they also require official transcripts through this policy as well, 
although the response includes no information related to how the school obtains official transcripts or 
credentials.  

 
The November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school to submit evidence that faculty are certified or 
licensed where required by law. ACAST responded that the school’s Human Resources department did 
not provide the faculty’s FAA licenses for the response. Again, the demonstrated inability for inter-
departmental communication and the lack of necessary documentation are deeply concerning to the 
Commission. Since the school provided no evidence to verify prior work for faculty members, the 
Commission has determined that ACAST is out of compliance with Section III (A)(4), Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation and Section III (B)(3), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation . 
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs ACAST to provide the following: 

a. The school’s policy for verifying faculty prior work experience; 

b. A description of the employment verification process for all faculty members and administrators; 

c. A list of all current faculty members; 

d. Documentation of qualifications and training for those above including completed Faculty 
Personnel Reports, available at www.accsc.org, to include evidence that faculty members are 
certified or licensed where required by law and required credentials; 

e. The school’s new Faculty Handbook including:  

i. Written policies and procedures for ensuring that faculty members have appropriate 
qualifications and are able to teach in a manner that permits announced educational objectives 
to be achieved; 

ii. Written policies and procedures for ensuring that faculty members are able to demonstrate a 
command of theory and practice, contemporary knowledge, and continuing study in their field;  

iii. Written policies to ensure that faculty engage in comprehensive faculty development and 
improvement activities; and 

iv. A description of the school’s use of a formative and summative performance evaluation process 
for faculty; 

f. Evidence of performance evaluations for current faculty; 

g. Evidence of Faculty Development and Improvement activities for current faculty; and 

h. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 
 

11. ACAST did not demonstrate that: 

• Faculty teaching technical and occupationally related courses in an academic associate degree 
program have a minimum of four years of related practical work experience in the subject area(s) 
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taught and possess a related degree at least at the same level of the course the faculty member is 
teaching (Section III (B)(7) Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation); 

• Faculty teaching technical and occupationally related courses in non-degree degree programs have 
a minimum of three years of related practical work experience in the subject area(s) taught (Section 
III (B)(5), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation); and 

• Faculty members have received training in instructional methods and teaching skills or are 
experienced teachers and that should a school hire a faculty member without prior training or 
experience, the school provides training before the faculty member assumes primary instructional 
responsibilities in any classroom, curriculum, laboratory, or program related training (Section III 
(B)(4), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 

 
At the time of the On-site Evaluation, ACAST did not provide verification of practical work experience 
for any faculty members and the school did not demonstrate that all faculty have the necessary years of 
related practical work experience or that faculty members have received training before assuming 
primary instructional responsibilities. As part of the response to the June 23, 2024 OER, ACAST 
provided plans to require new faculty to audit courses and demonstrate knowledge of the material 
through an assessment before they are allowed to teach a course. For aviation courses, ACAST 
indicated that this will be conducted by the Chief Pilot and for the general education courses it will be 
conducted by the Registrar. In addition, the Director of Education will conduct evaluations of the 
aviation faculty and the same will be done by the Registrar for general education faculty.  
 
As part of the school’s January 23, 2025 Warning response, ACAST provided a Faculty Onboarding 
Plan. However, as the school has not yet hired any additional faculty ACAST was not able to provide 
documentation of implementation for the new orientation. The school pointed to the difficulties in 
hiring faculty members who meet the requirements set forth in the Standards of Accreditation. 
However, as noted in the previous item, there are allowances for faculty to work as instructors without 
three years of experience when certain conditions have been met. When directed to provide 
documentation that the current faculty had previous teaching experience or participated in an instructor 
on-boarding program the school stated that its previously hired faculty did not have demonstrated 
teaching experience beyond their resumes, but did not provide the resumes. As the school has not yet 
provided evidence that conditions have been met for the current faculty’s technical experience or 
teaching skills the Commission found the school out of compliance with Section III (B)(7) Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation  Section III (B)(5), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation, and Section III (B)(4), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation .  

 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs ACAST to submit the following: 

a. The school’s written policies and procedures for the onboarding/ teaching training of new faculty; 

b. Any updates on new faculty members hired since the submission of the previous response; 

c. Documentation demonstrating that each current faculty member either demonstrated previous 
teaching experience or participated in the school’s instructor on-boarding program; and 

d. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 

 
12. ACAST did not demonstrate that:  

• The school has a developed and structured process to assess and evaluate the defined student 
learning outcomes of the education and training and established competencies (e.g., the application 
of knowledge and skills to the standard of performance articulated in the program objectives and 
as expected in the workplace) and that this process includes a variety and combination of methods 
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such as grading, portfolio assessment, and criterion referenced testing based on developed and 
appropriate rubrics (Section VII (A)(2)(a), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). The 
on-site evaluation team observed that there are no rubrics or criterion of student learning outcomes 
for the grading of flight time. As such, it is unclear how the school consistently assesses and 
evaluates student learning outcomes for student flight time. 

• The school’s student assessment approaches are documented for each course or program offered 
and are designed and implemented in a valid, reliable, fair and, where relevant, flexible manner 
(Section VII (A)(2)(b), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). Specifically, the on-site 
evaluation team noted that active students are responsible for educating other active students. As 
such, it is unclear how the school’s assessment approaches are valid, reliable, fair, and relevant. In 
addition, comments from the student surveys discuss favoritism for select students whose needs 
appear to be prioritized.  

• Student learning outcomes for each program are consistent with the program objectives defined by 
the institution’s program design and development process (Section VII (A)(1)(a), Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation). The on-site evaluation team noted that syllabi are provided 
by the FAA and aviation instructional materials which are adjusted to meet the schedule of the 
institution. However, because of the lack of appropriate flying resources, these syllabi do not 
appropriately or accurately showcase the learning schedule for the courses. Specifically, while the 
syllabi indicate scheduled flight simulator time and actual flying time, the schedule for these items 
is not respected nor adhered to. 

• The school establishes a policy and process to assess student academic progress throughout the 
program and to inform students of their academic progress at established and specific intervals. At 
each interval specified, the school determines the likelihood that the student will be able to attain 
the minimum cumulative grade point average required for graduation and in those instances when 
the school determines that a student has not met minimum cumulative grade point average 
requirements, the school places the student on academic probation or terminates the student, based 
on the school’s established policies (Section VII (A)(3)(a)(i-ii), Substantive Standards, Standards 
of Accreditation). The school’s January 23, 2025 response indicates that the school has not been 
conducting student academic progress reviews for all students. 

 
In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, ACAST stated that the school was working on a plan to ensure 
the standardization of grading processes. Additionally, the school described that the flight training 
assessment and evaluation is based on the FAA Airman Certification Standards (“ACS”) and instructors 
are required to take a standardization class that explains how students are assessed. Further, ACAST 
stated that the school was considering other grading options and noted that an instructor with a student 
who needed three attempts to pass a “check ride” would result in remedial training. Conversely, the 
school’s response did not provide any further information on the other considerations, the number of 
instructors who were required to undergo remedial training, or documentation of the remedial training.  
 
In addition, ACAST asserted that all instructors uphold the same standards and that “deviations from 
those standards would appear at the point of a stage check or end-of-course when a Check Airman, who 
has additional training and evaluation, identifies an area of deficiency that has previously earned a ‘Sat’ 
outcome” (July 23, 2024 ACAST Response, pg. 61). However, the response does not include 
information on the number of Check Airman currently on staff or what additional training and 
evaluation is completed. Additionally, while the school included sample rubrics for the flight training 
end-of-course assessment conducted by the Check Airman, none of these indicate a student signature 
or password and few include an instructor signature or password. 
 
With regard to the student survey concerning perceived favoritism, ACAST asserted that there may be 
instances of priority status for VA students. The Commission questioned why current priority status is 
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given to VA students when all students have a limited amount of time to complete ratings within the 
maximum timeframe. Additionally, the Commission was interested in information on decisions 
regarding the use of student workers and the qualifications of the replacement adult staff members. 
Lastly, while the response includes the school’s satisfactory academic progress policies, the response 
also references a late refund due to the school not conducting satisfactory academic progress 
calculations. In addition, although the school has hired a new registrar, the response failed to include 
documentation that the school is currently conducting consistent satisfactory academic progress 
reviews. As such, the November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school to submit information about 
student learning outcomes, assessing student work, application of grading, evidence of utilization of 
metrics or assessments, and satisfactory academic progress. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST stated that: 

The new Chief Pilot is still using the FAA approved Training Course Outlines and the Airmen 
Certification Standards. No flight training syllabus, beyond these items, has been created to 
further detail the learning schedule and standard for the courses. The requirement of a syllabus 
has been presented to the Chief Pilot and will be a team process using the template created by 
the Registrar and with the participation of the Director of Education to ensure consistent 
standards (January 23, 2025 ACAST Response, pgs. 58-59). 

Additionally, with regard to the school’s policies and procedures for clearly explaining educational 
objectives to students and assessing student work, ACAST stated that the FAA sets the standards and 
that “all students have access to the ACS, the expectation is that all students understand what to expect 
from in this process” (Id., pg. 59). However, this response does not address the issue of whether the 
school clearly explains these expectations to students and ensures consistent grading standards. Further, 
ACAST stated that: 

The flight training stage checks and end-of-course checks have been assessed by the new Chief 
Pilot for consistency in standards and grading. There were identified variations in the 
administration of these assessments and the Chief Pilot established clear parameters for testing 
with the check airmen. As the departmental manuals are not yet drafted, these policies are not 
yet published but all of them are adhering and those the demonstrate gross inequities were let 
go (Id., pg. 59). 

This response does not include documentation of the Chief Pilot’s establishment of parameters with the 
six (6) check airmen on staff.  
 
While the school’s July 23, 2024 Response indicates that the Check Airman have additional training 
and evaluation and serve in a quality assurance role, the January 23, 2025 Response contradicts that 
assertion, stating: 

The remaining student employees are a few check airmen or they work at the front desk and 
support the Head Dispatcher. Their [sic] qualifications of the check airmen are that they have 
student employees [sic] are assessed on how they perform in their program of study and as 
these are entry level positions there [sic] are not required to have extensive experience (Id., 
pg. 61). 

The school cannot assert that the check airmen are adhering to department manuals that have not yet 
been drafted or policies that have not yet been published. While the school’s response notes that grading 
is on “a pass/fail system based on whether the applicant demonstrates the required knowledge, risk 
management skills, and flight proficiency” (Id., pg. 59), the Commission’s concern lies in the fact that 
an instructor is solely responsible for determining whether each student “can perform the required 
maneuvers and demonstrate adequate knowledge” (Id.), however, ACAST does not have established 
policies and procedures to ensure consistency across all instructors and students. This is also 
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problematic given the Commission’s other concerns with faculty articulated herein. As such, the 
Commission determined that the school is not in compliance with Section VII (A)(2)(a), Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation, Section VII (A)(2)(b), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation, and Section VII (A)(1)(a), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
With regard to priority statuses to include VA students, ACAST stated: 

Due to the loss of Veterans’ Administration Benefits, the VA students had one final semester to 
complete their current enrollment rating. ACAST provided them with “priority” scheduling 
once all instructors bid sheets were submitted (Id., pg. 60).  

The Commission was unaware that the school loss Veterans’ Administration Benefits and questions 
whether ACAST should have notified ACCSC of this material event given that it affected the school’s 
operations, policies, staff, curricula, reputation, approval status or authority to operate as a legal entity, 
or financial status (Section V (E)(1), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). This 
is of particular concern given that the school’s updated January 17, 2025 Employee Handbook includes 
a section titled “Material Incident Notification Reports” (Id., pg. 134) that lists the items from the 
Standards of Accreditation. The Commission is interested in obtaining additional information regarding 
the school’s loss of Veterans’ Administration Benefits.  
 
In addition, ACAST stated that: 

There have been students who have expressed concerns over why other students were flying 
more hours than they were, and upon review by the new chief pilot, the evidence pointed to a 
lack of instructor availability or willingness to fly, not an issue due to any “priority” status. 

This issue results from either one instructor having too many students or simply not wanting to 
fly enough hours in a week to keep all of their students busy. The new chief has instituted an 
accountability measure that will require each student to fly a minimum of five hours weekly, 
and if any of them do not, the instructor will be held accountable, outside of student “no-
shows”, and if the instructor continues to have this issue, the check airmen overseeing them 
will be held responsible. This practice is intended to ensure all students are flying equally, and 
presenting the best chance for all of them to consistently progress (Id., pgs. 60-61). 

The Commission has significant concerns regarding the recent implementation of a minimum number 
of weekly hours and the accountability of instructors and check airmen. Specifically, because students 
sign an enrollment agreement or contract with the school to complete a program within a set timeframe, 
the expected program's length should be based on a thorough assessment of the required weekly and 
monthly flight hours available to students. Additionally, the school should regularly assess the 
instructor-to-student ratio to ensure that students can complete the program within that specified 
timeframe. It is the school’s responsibility to ensure that all required courses are available to enable 
students to complete their programs of study (Section I (C)(1), Rules of Process and Procedure, 
Standards of Accreditation). If instructors are not flying the required number of hours and are held 
“responsible” per the school’s response, then the Commission is interested in documentation of such 
accountability.  
 
With regard to satisfactory academic progress, ACAST provided a copy of the catalog’s description for 
students on satisfactory academic progress but did not include the school’s internal policies and 
procedures. Further, ACAST stated that: 

The Registrar has not been conducting SAP reviews. Most students are behind, and it’s been 
difficult to assess applicable warning or probation statuses. Most are satisfying the GPA 
requirements under SAP, demonstrating that their lack of progress is not entirely due to their 
lack of effort. 



Aviator College of Aeronautical Science & Technology–Fort Pierce, Florida Probation Order 
School #M060148 
May 8, 2025 
Page 25 of 44 

This process will also be addressed between the Registrar and the Financial Aid Director as a 
task that may be housed in the Financial Aid office for all students. The goal is to provide 
consistent calculations and documentation and support the Registrar's SAP processing efforts. 
Once that is decided, the identified procedure will be included in the Occupational Handbooks 
(Id., pg. 63). 

 
In reviewing the forms provided “for all federally funded students,” the Commission noted the 
following: 

• There are 19 forms for 13 students with 13 referencing 2024 terms, 4 referencing 2023 terms, and 
2 referencing 2022 terms. 

• There are 6 “In Progress Semester” forms, each stating that “[t]his statement is to inform students 
that academic progress could not be completed due to an in-progress course.” Five forms reference 
Summer 2023 or Summer 2024 terms and indicate that students have until December of the 
respective year (2023 or 2024) to complete the course. Additionally, there is one form referencing 
a Spring 2024 semester, with the student required to complete the course by August 2024. 

• There are 4 forms dated September 10, 2025. 
 
The Commission reminds ACAST that student satisfactory progress standards are not intended to only 
apply to students who receive federal funding. Based on the foregoing, the Commission determined 
that the school is out of compliance with Section VII (A)(3)(a)(i-ii), Substantive Standards, Standards 
of Accreditation. 
 
Therefore, the Commission directs the school to provide the following: 

a. Any updates on the school’s policies and procedures specific to the assessment and evaluation of 
defined student learning outcomes for students completing flight time; 

b. Any updates on the school’s policies and procedures for assessing student work to include 
educational objectives that the school explains clearly to students; 

c. An update on the school’s policies and procedures for when a student needs three attempts to pass 
a check ride and instructor remedial training; 

d. Documentation for any instructor who received remedial training due to student check ride pass 
attempts; 

e. Any updates for how the school’s policy includes student performance standards and instructor 
grading and how this policy is applied consistently; 

f. A description regarding Check Airman to include: 

i. Qualifications to serve as a Check Airman; 

ii. The job description for a Check Airman; 

iii. The number of Check Airman on staff at the school and the ratio of Check Airman to students; 
and 

iv. Given the role of the Check Airman, how the school’s current ratio of Check Airman to students 
is appropriate; 

g. Documentation of faculty accountability to minimum flight hour requirements; 

h. Evidence of the utilization of metrics or assessments for multiple students completing the same 
projects, portfolios, externships, or other assessments; 
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i. An explanation of the school’s status with the Veterans’ Administration to include: 

i. When the school lost Veterans’ Administration Benefits; 

ii. The number of active veteran students when the school lost access to benefits; and  

iii. An update on the current status with the Veterans’ Administration; 

j. A copy of the school’s policy and procedures specific to satisfactory academic progress as listed in 
the catalog and as part of the school’s internal processes; 

k. An update on the application of the school’s satisfactory academic progress to include 
documentation demonstrating that the school has followed its satisfactory academic progress; and 

l. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 

 
13. ACAST did not demonstrate that: 

• The school’s recruitment efforts focus on attracting students who are qualified and likely to 
complete and benefit from the education and training provided by the school and not simply 
obtaining enrollments (Section IV (A)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation) and 

• The school has admissions criteria that are designed to admit only those students who are 
reasonably capable of successfully completing and benefiting from the training offered (Section V 
(A)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 

The on-site evaluation team found that based on the school’s on-going below benchmark student 
achievement rates, it does not appear that the school is attracting qualified candidates. In response to 
the June 23, 2024 OER, ACAST spoke about the school’s open-enrollment admissions policy in an 
effort to remove subjective barriers to flight training and providing access to flight training for all 
interested future aviators. While an open-enrollment admissions policy is by no means inappropriate, 
the Commission is concerned that not attempting to determine the aptitude necessary for pilots prior to 
enrollment—when considered in the context of the school’s poor student achievement outcomes and 
recent safety concerns—may not serve to identify only those students who are reasonably capable of 
successfully completing and benefiting from the training offered and could lead to further incidents.  
 
Additionally, the response to the June 23, 2024 OER states that: 

The current status of below benchmark graduation rates stem from the lack of control that the 
College has over the student’s training program and progress. This will be corrected with the 
adoption of a block scheduling system which will allow for a more rigid process for flight 
training and mandate the application of remedial training for students and instructors, for any 
that are falling behind their max timeframe towards completion. 

Since the on-site evaluation, there has been a more thorough assessment of the College’s 
policies surrounding course delivery and areas where the College loses track of students. This 
initiated the adoption of a block schedule to be enforced in the Fall 2024 term (July 23, 2024 
ACAST Response, pg. 68). 

Although it appears that the school is creating the framework to assist students who are currently in the 
program with remedial training and block scheduling, this framework appears to serve as assistance 
after enrollment rather than an analysis of the recruitment efforts and admissions criteria.  

While the school’s July 23, 2024 OER response appears to express views on the school’s admissions 
process and scheduling, the response does not describe how the school’s recruitment efforts focus on 
attracting students who are qualified and likely to complete and benefit from the education and training 
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provided by the school and not simply obtaining enrollments. In addition, while the response states that 
“the Director of Education has extensive experience with enrollment management” and that 
“admissions will be the immediate focus of process vetting and staff training in August” (Id., pg. 69), 
the school did not provide further information on the process vetting or training.  
 
The Commission was not convinced that below benchmark graduation rates are solely attributable to 
scheduling issues and expressed concern in the November 26, 2024 Warning that the school has not 
assessed the extent to which the school may be enrolling students who are not likely to succeed. As 
such, the November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school to submit information on how the school’s 
recruitment and admissions practices focus on attracting students who are qualified and likely to 
complete and benefit from the education and training provided by the school and not simply obtaining 
enrollments along with an update on the implementation of block scheduling. 
 
With regard to block scheduling, the school’s January 23, 2025 Response simply states :[t]he chief pilot 
has declined to adopt a block scheduling approach” (January 23, 2025 ACAST Response, pg. 71) 
without further explanation for how “the current schedule bid process” and extending the bid time that 
“allows for better preparation, planning, and tracking of student flight time” (Id., pg. 2) includes the 
mandate for application of remedial training for students and instructors.  
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST further asserted that: 

The Commission indicated that “it does not appear that the school is attracting qualified 
candidates,” and while there may be some validity to that, the new chief and assistant chief 
have found that the below benchmark pace and completion rates stem from a lack of leadership 
and accountability within the College, and are working to correct that issue (Id., pg. 69). 

 
Additionally, the school stated that the below benchmark graduation rates “are not necessarily a direct 
result of ACAST enrolling students who are not qualified or won’t benefit” but rather that “a result of 
a lack of oversight on the [sic] student progress” (Id.). Specifically, ACAST identified several impacts 
as a result of this lack of oversight (stage check and end-of-course delays; concerns over English testing; 
and assessing the need for soft skill aptitude) as causing in most students to exceed their maximum 
timeframe. While the January 23, 2025 Response provides this analysis and states that an “admissions 
criteria assessment is underway” (Id., pg. 71), the response does not sufficiently assess the extent to 
which the school may be enrolling students who are not likely to succeed. The Commission determined 
that the school is out of compliance with Section IV (A)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation and Section V (A)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs the school to submit the following: 

a. An updated description of the school’s recruitment efforts; 

b. The school’s current admissions criteria as stated in the school’s catalog; 

c. The school’s internal policies and procedures for the admission personnel; 

d. A justification as to how the school’s recruitment and admissions practices focus on attracting 
students who are qualified and likely to complete and benefit from the education and training 
provided by the school and not simply obtaining enrollments; 

e. An update on the analysis of the adequacy of school’s admissions criteria given the school’s below 
benchmark student graduation rate;  

f. A description of any changes the school has made in the areas of recruitment and admissions since 
the submission of the January 23, 2025 response; 
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g. Documentation demonstrating internal and external assessment of the school’s admissions criteria; 
and 

h. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 
 

14. ACAST did not demonstrate that: 

• The school’s personnel are trained and qualified to engage in recruiting activities (Section IV (A)(5), 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation); 

• The school has in place policies and procedures and takes reasonable steps to ensure that its 
personnel do not make false, exaggerated, or misleading statements about the school, its personnel, 
its training, its services, or its accredited status and to ensure that its personnel do not make explicit 
or implicit promises of employment or salary prospects to prospective students (Section IV (A)(8), 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation);  

• The school internally reviews and evaluates its recruiting policies and procedures and the 
performance of personnel involved in recruiting activities for compliance with accrediting 
standards and applicable law and regulation at least once annually and maintains documentation of 
the review and evaluation (Section IV (A)(9), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation).  

During the on-site evaluation, the school did not provide documentation of training for 
recruitment/admissions staff or appear to maintain any policies or procedures specific to admissions 
personnel. The school did not have measures in place to ensure that it reviews and evaluates policies 
and procedures and the performance of recruiting personnel as there was no documentation of any 
reviews/evaluations. Additionally, the on-site evaluation team noted that the school employs a current 
student as an admissions recruiter/representative who facilitated the on-site evaluation team’s tour at 
the time of the visit. 
 
The school’s response to the June 23, 2024 OER states that “the students serving in the admissions 
department were let go to comply with [accrediting standards]” (July 23, 2024 ACAST Response, pg. 
70) and that due to medical issues “coupled with coupled with a large Spanish-speaking prospective 
student populous, the College turned to Spanish-speaking students to offset the absence of any full-
time staff in the admissions department” (Id., pg. 69). The response indicates that , the 
Director of Admissions, was hired on January 3, 2024 and  the Director of Financial 
Aid, started on February 19, 2024. However, the documentation provided does not indicate whether 
these individuals have the necessary skills to serve a large Spanish-speaking population.  
 
Additionally, while the response to the June 23, 2024 OER indicates that the school’s policies and 
procedures are “tied to the State of Florida Commission on independent Education’s Agent Training 
Standards” the response also indicates that “a final guideline for all recruiting policies will be 
developed” (Id., pg. 70). Furthermore, the response only identifies three people within the admissions 
department with signed codes of conduct, , and , who serves as 
the registrar, without clearly identifying how these individuals complete the recruitment aspect of 
attracting qualified prospective students.  
 
With regard to internally reviewing and evaluating the school’s recruiting policies and procedures, the 
response indicates that while there is an annual review requirement, the internal review mechanisms 
have not been consistently used and therefore, there are not “any standard admissions metrics to be 
used in the evaluation process” (Id., pg. 73). In addition, although the admissions team was trained in 
February, the team “is still ironing out some system usage with inquiries, prospects, and applicants, so 
the goal is that there will be solid metrics to conduct a more thorough evaluation” (Id.). Additionally, 
the Director of Academic Affairs will conduct one-on-one training to create metric reporting that will 
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be used as part of the annual review to occur in January 2025. As such, the November 26, 2024 Warning 
directed the school to submit information including policies and procedures for recruitment. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST stated that the school does not have policies 
and procedures or internally review because: 

ACAST has a long history of enrollment by referral, and to that end, the College has not 
engaged in recruitment efforts since 2018. The currently identified admissions team does not 
engage in any efforts to recruit students. The College does not purchase any leads or run any 
active advertising, online or otherwise. The only event attended in 2024 was Sun N Fun, by the 
Director of Business Development and Corporate Marketing, intending to develop new 
industry partnerships for student and alumni employment, while giving students discounted 
tickets. That individual is no longer with the college. 

All potential student leads come into the College from passive sources, like referrals or 
scholarship applications, and no other lead generation is used. Therefore, no one within the 
College conducts recruitment efforts.  

This does not preclude the Director of Admissions, Financial Aid department, and Registrar 
from signing a code of conduct related to the conversations surrounding potential student 
inquiries and admissions processing (January 23, 2025 ACAST Response, pg. 72). 

However, recruitment is not merely the act of lead generation but rather the process by which the school 
describes itself fully and accurately to prospective students and permits prospective students to make 
well-informed and considered enrollment decisions without undue pressure (Section IV – Statement of 
Purpose, Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). As ACAST does engage in recruitment 
efforts, the lack of policies and procedures in this area is out of compliance with Section IV (A)(8), 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation and Section IV (A)(9), Substantive Standards, 
Standards of Accreditation . 
 
With regard to internally reviewing and evaluating the performance of personnel involved in recruiting 
activities, ACAST stated “[n]o internal review or evaluations have been conducted on those working 
in admissions” (Id., pg. 73). In addition, although the response indicates the inclusion of documentation 
for one-on-one training for the recruitment and admissions staff, the response lacks an exhibit number 
or actual documentation. As ACAST does not internally review or evaluate admissions personnel, the 
school is out of compliance with Section IV (A)(5), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation 
and Section IV (A)(9), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation . 
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs the school to submit the following: 

a. An updated explanation of any action taken since the on-site evaluation; 

b. A description of the school’s policy and procedure related to the training and qualifications of 
recruiting personnel, those individuals responsible for attracting qualified prospective students to 
include an update on the school’s final guidance previously in development; 

c. A list of all personnel who engage in recruitment and admissions functions; 

d. An explanation for how these personnel are qualified to assist the prospective student population; 

e. The school’s policies and procedures specific to admissions, the process of enrolling students at 
the institution;  

f. An update on the school’s policy and procedure for the review and evaluation of recruiting policies, 
procedures, and the performance of recruiting personnel; 
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g. An explanation as to how the school internally reviews and evaluates its recruiting policies and 
procedures and the performance of personnel involved in recruiting activities for compliance with 
accrediting standards and applicable law and regulation at least once annually; 

h. Documentation demonstrating any internal review and evaluation to include the annual review and 
evaluation for each person involved in recruiting activities;  

i. Documentation of any one-on-one training completed by the recruitment and admissions staff; 

j. An explanation for how the school will remain in compliance on an ongoing basis; and 

k. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 
 

15. ACAST did not demonstrate that: 

• The school furnishes a copy of the enrollment agreement to the applicant at the time the applicant 
signs and furnishes a final copy of the enrollment agreement signed by both parties to the student 
prior to the student starting class (Section IV (C)(2)(d), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation) and  

• An enrollment agreement is not binding until it has been signed by the student and accepted by the 
appropriate school official (Section IV (C)(2)(e), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation). 

The on-site evaluation team found 7 of 20 active student files were not signed by the accepting school 
official and therefore an executed copy of the enrollment agreement could not have been furnished to 
students prior to the students starting class. In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, ACAST provided 
the school’s admissions handbook and information about student acceptance. The Commission found 
that the process, however, does not clearly indicate that the school furnishes a copy of the enrollment 
agreement to the applicant at the time the applicant signs and furnishes a final copy of the enrollment 
agreement signed by both parties to the student prior to the student starting class. Additionally, in 
response to the concerns regarding recruitment admissions, ACAST indicated that the Registrar is part 
of the admissions department with a signed code of conduct and also serves as the accepting school 
official. Conversely, this would appear to be in conflict with Section IV (A)(13), Substantive Standards, 
Standards of Accreditation prohibiting personnel whose primary responsibilities include recruiting and 
admissions activities to become involved in admission testing or admission decisions, including signing 
and accepting the enrollment agreement. In addition, while the enrollment agreement includes the 
School Official’s Printed Name, it does not include the title of the school official as required by the 
ACCSC Enrollment Agreement Checklist. As such, the November 26, 2024 Warning directed the 
school to provide the admissions policies and procedures specific to signing the enrollment agreement; 
an explanation for the Registrar’s involvement in the admission department, a cross-referenced 
enrollment agreement, and executed enrollment agreements. 
 
With regard to the Registrar’s involvement in the admission department and the person responsible for 
signing and accepting the enrollment agreement, ACAST stated in response to the November 26, 2024 
Warning that the school “was unaware that this was presenting a conflict with the standards, and moving 
forward will have either the Director of Education or Vice President sign the agreements” (January 23, 
2025 ACAST Response, pg. 74). Additionally, the school provided an updated enrollment agreement 
cross-referenced with the ACCSC Enrollment Agreement Checklist, however, the school has not 
enrolled any new students since May 2024. The Commission is interested in reviewing the 
implementation of the updated enrollment agreement and process. 

Also in response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST provided an excerpt from the school’s 
catalog stating that accepted applicants must agree to and sign the enrollment agreement. However, this 
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• The school’s program evaluation process is comprehensive, conducted by faculty and educational 
administrators regularly, and uses input from internal and external sources including the following: 

‑ An independent and diverse Program Advisory Committee (“PAC”) for each program area; 

‑ Student and alumni input collected through sources; and 

‑ Other resources as useful, needed, and appropriate (Section II (A)(4)(b), Substantive Standards, 
Standards of Accreditation). 

At the time of the OSE, the school provided the evaluation team with documentation that the school 
held a Program Advisory Committee (“PAC”) meeting in 2024. However, outside of this one PAC 
meeting, the school did not provide the team with documentation of systemic program evaluation.  

 
In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, the school submitted meeting minutes for the May 16, 2024 
PAC meeting, however, the meeting predominantly appeared to focus on safety and did not appear 
address program evaluation. Therefore, the November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school to provide 
information on the school’s program evaluation process to include PAC meeting information. 
 
As part of the school’s response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST provided a list of five 
PAC members. The PAC members include two individuals who work with gateway programs affiliated 
with JetBlue and SkyWest Airlines. The Commission noted that while feedback from these individuals 
may be valuable, it questioned whether these individuals were truly independent and external to the 
school given the positions held by these individuals within the gateway programs and their relationship 
to the gateway programs. Therefore, the Commission is interested in the details of ACAST’s 
involvement with JetBlue and SkyWest Airlines and a detailed justification as to how these individuals 
provide external and independent reviews. Additionally, the school provided the previously submitted 
May 16, 2024, PAC meeting minutes and noted its attempt to hold a PAC meeting on January 10, 2025. 
However, the meeting was unable to occur due to the lack of industry partners. The Commission found 
that the May 16, 2024 PAC meeting did not include a discussion of the appropriateness and adequacy 
of the program objectives, program length, learning resources or the student graduation, graduate 
employment, and licensing examination outcomes of each program and therefore, the school is out of 
compliance with Section II (A)(4)(a)(i-v), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation.  
 
Further, the Commission found that as the school “has relied on the Program Advisory Committee 
meetings to serve as the program review” (January 23, 2025 ACAST Response, pgs. 76-77), ACAST 
did not demonstrate that the school has a systemic and evidence-based program evaluation process for 
each occupational program, or each group of related occupational programs designed to evaluate 
curriculum and course content; assess the appropriateness of that coursework in relation to program 
objectives; assess the adequacy of program equipment and supporting resource materials; assess student 
achievement outcomes and program viability; and make revisions to the curriculum as deemed 
necessary and is therefore out of compliance with Section II (A)(4)(b), Substantive Standards, 
Standards of Accreditation. 
 
As such, the Commission directs ACAST to submit the following: 

a. An explanation of the school’s program evaluation process; 

b. Evidence that the school’s program evaluation process meets accrediting standards as described 
above; 

c. A list of the school’s Program Advisory Committees (“PAC”) and corresponding members; 

d. A description of the school’s partnership with JetBlue and SkyWest Airlines; 
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e. Justification for how the PAC members affiliated with JetBlue and SkyWest Airlines can give 
independent and external review; 

f. Written and detailed minutes of all PAC meetings held in 2025, that include: 

i. A description of all members in attendance (i.e., titles and affiliations); 

ii. An annotation as to which PAC members represent the employment community, and which 
are qualified to review delivery of distance education; 

iii. The date, time, and location of the meeting(s); and 

iv. A comprehensive and clear description of the review of and commentary made by PAC 
members in compliance with Section II (A)(4)(b) & Appendix III, Substantive Standards, 
Standards of Accreditation; the school is reminded that PAC review and comment activities 
must include all items outlined in Appendix III, Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation; and 

v. Evidence to show that the school gives consideration to the recommendations of the PAC; 

g. A schedule for future Program Advisory Committee meetings to be held in 2025; and 

h. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards.  

 
17. ACAST did not demonstrate that the school promotes academic integrity and has policies and controls 

to discourage academic dishonesty (i.e., cheating, plagiarism, etc.) and clearly communicates the 
consequences of such behavior (Section VII (A)(2(d), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation). The on-site evaluation team noted that although the school’s catalog includes an 
academic integrity statement, ACAST was unable to provide other documentation demonstrating the 
implementation of the school’s academic integrity policy as listed in the catalog.  

 
In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, ACAST stated that faculty utilize Plagiarism Detector Software 
and that the school “has a published Student Responsibilities and Standards of Professional Conduct 
policy that identifies violations of these standards” (July 23, 2024 ACAST Response, pg. 84) along 
with the school’s statement of Academic Integrity. However, the response does not indicate where this 
statement is published, what policies and controls are in place to discourage academic dishonesty, how 
the current software is utilized, or the consequences of such behavior.  
 
Additionally, as evidence to document the school’s process and control, the school stated that: 

The College only has one sample of a plagiarism checking system, which is attached. 
Previously, cheating was a result of technology in the classroom during exams which is no 
longer permitted (Id.).  

This response seems to indicate that the school was aware of previous academic dishonesty without 
providing a description of the actions taken at that time. Furthermore, although the response states that 
technology in the classroom during exams is no longer permitted, there was no documentation provided 
to demonstrate implementation of this policy. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST provided information about the school’s 
efforts related to academic integrity. The school stated that currently, each faulty member uses their 
own preferred plagiarism tool as one has not yet been chosen and implemented at the institutional level. 
ACAST also stated that technology and personal electronic devices are not allowed in the classroom 
and that all exams are conducted using paper. In addition, the school provided the “Student 
Responsibilities and Standards of Professional Conduct” policy that identifies what penalties are 
associated with cheating and plagiarism at the school. Lastly, the school indicated it has not had any 
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recent incidents of cheating and was therefore unable to provide evidence of what actions would result 
and once again did not address the actions taken during previous incidents of academic misconduct at 
the institution as directed. In response to providing updated evidence of the school’s process and 
control, ACAST stated that the “process and control for academic integrity is under review” (January 
23, 2025 ACAST Response, pg. 81). 
 
As the school allows instructors to use their own plagiarism tool, the Commission questions whether 
the school can reliably ensure consistency in evaluation of cheating and plagiarism. Additionally, it 
was unclear if there was any training for faculty related to plagiarism especially when they are left to 
their own decisions related to enforcement of the academic integrity policy. Without the proper 
institutional controls over academic integrity, the Commission determined that the school is out of 
compliance with Section VII (A)(2(d), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 

 
As such, the Commission directs the school to submit the following: 

a. An updated description of the school’s efforts to promote academic integrity;  

b. A copy of the school’s policies and controls for academic integrity; 

c. An explanation regarding the school’s previous cheating along with documentation of action taken 
and the results of action taken; 

d. An explanation and associated documentation for any training faculty have received related to 
evaluating student work for academic misconduct; 

e. Evidence of the school’s process and control; and 

f. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 

 
18. ACAST did not demonstrate that the school has established appropriate criteria (e.g., comparability, 

applicability, source, and age of the previously earned credit; academic preparedness of the student at 
the time of credit transfer; grade earned for the credit to be transferred; etc.) and that the school applies 
a systematic, consistent process for determining whether to accept credit earned at other institutions for 
transfer (Section II (A)(10)(a)(i), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). During the on-
site evaluation, the team found that the institution awards transfer credit for courses that do not appear 
to align to the school’s courses. For example, the school awarded a student general education transfer 
credit for Music Composition even though this course does not align to the school’s required general 
education course requirements. In addition, the on-site evaluation team noted examples where a student 
may only have 3 or 4 courses to transfer but were awarded credit for all 8 general education courses.  

 
The July 23, 2024 response states that: 

In response to the inappropriate awarding of credit hour, the former Registrar was not 
properly trained on the application of transfer credit, and once trained and provided the list 
above from the Director of Academic Affairs began a more appropriate evaluation process 
(Id.). 

The school’s response also states that the Registrar is part of the admissions department with a signed 
code of conduct and the person responsible for signing the enrollment agreement, which may create a 
conflict. 
 
In addition, the transfer credit policy as listed in the catalog states that “[i]n some cases, credit will not 
be given for courses completed more than ten years before Aviator enrollment” (Id., pg. 86). However, 
the policy does not include criteria for when courses completed more than 10 years prior would be 
eligible for transfer credit and therefore it is unclear that the school has established appropriate criteria 
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for transfer credit. In addition, the transfer credit policy indicates that “to receive credit for flight hours, 
applicants must have their logbook evaluated by the chief pilot” (Id.); however, the documentation 
provided only includes a notation from the registrar on the transfer credit form. Additionally, the 
transfer credit documentation seems to indicate that the review of transfer credit was completed after 
the start date of the program, in some cases over a year past enrollment, which appears to conflict with 
the school’s policy that states “all anticipated transfer credits must be reflected in your enrollment 
agreement” (Id., pg. 86). As such, the November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school to submit 
updated information on the school’s transfer of credit policies. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST noted that the school has not made any 
changes to the transfer credit policy and provided a copy of the policy as stated in the catalog. In 
addition, the school stated that the “transfer credit alignment map is being resubmitted, but the new 
Registrar has not yet fully reviewed it for improvement recommendations” and that a review of the 
Florida College Transfer Guides “will be conducted for inclusion in the May 2025 catalog update” 
(January 23, 2025 ACAST Response, pg. 85). Although the school has not enrolled any new students 
and therefore does not have documentation of transfer credit application, based on the lack of an internal 
policy and continued review of other agency requirements, the Commission determined that ACAST 
has not yet established appropriate criteria for transfer credit and is not in compliance with Section II 
(A)(10)(a)(i), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
Therefore, the Commission directs the school to provide the following: 

a. A copy of the school’s transfer credit policies and procedures to include the timing of transfer credit 
within the enrollment process along with any changes since the January 2025 submission, as 
applicable; 

b. An explanation regarding how the school has established appropriate criteria and applies a 
systematic, consistent process for determining whether to accept credit earned for transfer; 

c. An update on the review of other agency requirements as part of the school’s policy; 

d. An explanation for the school’s process for flight hour transfer credit; 

e. Documentation of the school’s training on transfer credit; 

f. A list of any student who has received transfer credit since the training of the registrar; 

g. Documentation of the transfer credit for each of the students listed in (e.) above;  

h. A transcript for each of the 10 students listed in (f.) above;  

i. The school’s alignment map for transfer credit awards; and 

j. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 
 

19. ACAST did not demonstrate that: 

• The use of the learning resource system (“LRS”) materials are integrated into a school’s curriculum 
and program requirements as a mechanism to enhance the educational process and to facilitate 
positive learning outcomes for students (Section II (A)(6)(c), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation) and 

• Qualified personnel orient, train, and assist students and faculty in the use of the learning resource 
system in a manner that supports learning objectives (Section II (A)(6)(e), Substantive Standards, 
Standards of Accreditation). 
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The on-site evaluation team noted that much of the materials in the learning resource system appeared 
to be outdated and no longer relevant to the industry. Although the school has a dedicated 
library/learning resource system staff person, the school did not provide the on-site evaluation team 
with documentation demonstrating orientation, training, and assistance for students and faculty. In 
response to the June 23, 2024 OER the school provided a syllabus for a sociology course that references 
the library as an academic resource, a library handout provided to students at orientation, and the 
policies and procedures for the library. While these items appear to communicate the existence of the 
library to students there does not appear to be integration of the LRS in the school’s curriculum and the 
on-site evaluation team’s concern about the out-of-date age of the materials appeared to go unanswered. 
The November 26, 2024 Warning directed ACAST to submit information on how the school integrates 
use of the learning resource system materials into the school’s curriculum and to provide documentation 
demonstrating the orientation, training, and assistance provided for the students and faculty in the use 
of the learning resource system. 
 
In its January 23, 2025 Warning response, the school provided a plan but did not submit any 
documentation of its implementation. The school did offer an example of a single homework 
assignment from an Aviation Meteorology course for students to engage with the LRS, as well as an 
orientation document outlining the resources available in the school’s Library and Resource Center. 
However, since the school has not provided documentation showing that the LRS has been fully 
integrated into the curriculum for all offered programs or that students have been adequately oriented 
to the LRS, ACAST is out of compliance with Section II (A)(6)(c), Substantive Standards, Standards 
of Accreditation and Section II (A)(6)(e), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
As such, the Commission directs ACAST to submit the following: 

a. An explanation for how the school integrates use of the learning resource system materials into the 
school’s curriculum and program requirements;  

b. Copies of syllabi and of student work to demonstrate that students utilize the school’s learning 
resource system as required for all courses of study; 

c. Documentation of orientation, training, and assistance provided for the students and faculty in the 
use of the learning resource system; 

d. Copies of any orientation/training materials for the students and faculty regarding the school’s 
learning resource system; and 

e. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 

 
20. ACAST did not demonstrate that the school has a process for student’s to request a leave of absence, 

for the school to approve such a request, and that if a student does not return following a leave of 
absence the school will a) terminate the student and b) apply the school’s refund policy in accordance 
with the applicable and published requirements (Section VII (A)(3)(c)(i & iii), Substantive Standards, 
Standards of Accreditation). The on-site evaluation team reviewed a case in which a student did not 
return from an approved leave of absence and where the school failed to follow its policy as published 
in the school catalog to drop the student. In addition, the on-site evaluation team found that the school 
does not consistently follow its policy to collect back-up documentation for students requesting a leave 
of absence in the following circumstances: serious medical illness/condition, death of a family member, 
call to active military, change in employment status, financial hardship, and emergency situations as 
required by the school’s policy. In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, the school did not clearly 
demonstrate the implantation of a new policy as the school granted leaves of absence for a “family 
reunion” and “vacation” that appeared to conflict with the school’s policy that “an LOA will not be 
granted for any of the following reasons” to include “vacation or personal travel” (July 23, 2024 
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ACAST Response, pg. 89). As such, the November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school to submit 
updated information regarding leaves of absence. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST provided a leave of absence policy as 
published in the school’s catalog. The policy includes a list of reasons an LOA may be granted and an 
accompanying list of reasons an LOA would not be granted. The school also included LOA requests 
from 24 students. The Commission again noted that five accepted requests list the reason of 
vacation/holiday/travel and four with no reason given. Additionally, ACAST provided no backup 
documentation per the school’s LOA policy for those individuals whose reason for needing an LOA 
required backup documentation. Given that the policy provided by ACAST explicitly states that 
vacation and personal travel will not result in a granted leave of absence and that the Commission had 
previously identified this issue in the OSE report, yet the school continued to grant LOAs for students 
with these reasons, the Commission found ACAST out of compliance with its own policy and also out 
of compliance with Section VII (A)(3)(c)(i & iii), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
As such, the Commission directs ACAST to submit the following: 

a. The school’s current leave of absence policy highlighting any revisions since the January 2025 
submission; 

b. The school’s internal protocol for approving a leave of absence; 

c. Copies of completed forms for all students who have requested a leave of absence since the January 
23, 2025 submission and  

d. Any additional information that the school believes will be useful to the Commission in making a 
determination regarding the school’s compliance with ACCSC’s leave of absence requirements. 

 
21. ACAST did not demonstrate that the school discloses the graduation rate, graduate employment rate, 

and as applicable licensure certification examination pass rate for each program offered as last reported 
to the Commission and that the disclosure for each program’s graduation rate, graduation employment 
rate, and licensure/certification examination pass rate includes the program population base and 
timeframe upon which each rate is based (Section IV (C)(3), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation). Previously, the on-site evaluation team found that the school was not disclosing the 
correct rates on the school website. The November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school to provide 
the current disclosures along with an explanation for how the school ensures the disclosures will remain 
current. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST provided a link to the consumer information 
section of the school’s website where it has posted the graduation and employment rates. However, the 
rates were not the same as those which the school has reported to the Commission. The Commission 
requires that the rates disclosed by the school be the most recent rates reported to the Commission. The 
response includes a link to the school’s website where the report rates from the 2024 Annual Report 
were posted. However, as those were not the most recent rates reported to the Commission, the school 
is out of compliance with Section IV (C)(3), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
As such, the Commission directs ACAST to provide the following: 

a. An explanation as to how the school determines the Graduation, Employment, and Licensure rates 
it discloses and ensures it remains current;  

b. Supporting documentation showing that the school currently discloses graduation and graduate 
employment rates as last reported to the Commission; and 
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c. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 

 
22. ACAST did not demonstrate that all advertising, promotional materials, statements, and claims are 

truthful and accurate and avoid leaving any misleading, misrepresenting, or exaggerated impressions 
with respect to the school or its training (Section IV (B)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation). The on-site evaluation team found that the school was utilizing advertising statements 
that appeared to include exaggerated claims as well as a name inconsistent with the school name 
approved by ACCSC. In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, the school stated the exaggerated phrases 
and references to the misaligned name had been removed. In addition, the school included its 
advertising policy which includes a step where the vice president of the college must review job-related 
postings, press releases, photographs, and information shared on employee’s personal social media 
pages prior to publication. Additionally, the school provided links to social media pages on Facebook 
and YouTube; however, upon review of the linked pages the Commission found that advertising 
featured pictures of planes that were not similar to the school’s current fleet. As such, the November 
26, 2024 Warning directed the school to provide resolution to the advertising concerns along with 
documentation of any actions taken. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST stated that all advertising, marketing, and 
promotion of the school has been suspended. In addition, ACAST stated that the Vice President is the 
only person who has access to social media posting and has limited these posts to celebrating student 
achievements. Additionally, the school has not yet drafted a policy related to advertising/ 
marketing/promotion due to the pause in advertising. The school did not appear to address the concerns 
related to photographs on the school’s website. As the school has no policy and procedure related to 
advertising the Commission could not find the school in compliance with Section IV (B)(1), Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation.  
 
As such, the Commission directs ACAST to submit the following: 

a. Any updates made to creating policies and procedures pertaining to advertising/marketing/ 
promotion of the school; 

b. A summary of a comprehensive review the school has completed related to all public facing 
advertising, including the school’s website, and social media pages, to ensure all pictures, claims, 
and statements are truthful and accurate to the programs and equipment offered at the school; 

c. An explanation related to how the photographs on the school’s website are accurate to the program 
equipment offered at the school; 

d. A description regarding any actions taken (i.e. language removed, language revised, etc.) by the 
school to address each of the items listed above as well as anything the school discovered when 
reviewing advertising; 

e. Documentation demonstrating that the school removed and/or replaced any misleading items from 
all advertising and promotional materials to include the URL of the school’s website, links to the 
school’s social media platforms, and copies of current advertising materials to reflect any revisions 
made by the school; 

f. If the school determines that more accurate statements can be used to convey the intended 
messages, the Commission directs the school to provide the following:  

i. Evidence that the school removed the aforementioned claims and phrases from all advertising 
and promotional materials; 

ii. Evidence that all advertising making references to scholarships or financial aid include an 
eligibility phrase; and 
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iii. Copies of website and advertising materials to reflect the revised phrases and claims; and 

g. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 

 
23. As the main school bears ultimate responsibility and accountability for its branch campus (Section VIII 

(B)(1), substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation),10 ACAST did not demonstrate that its 
branch campus located in Kissimmee, Florida is adequately managed in accordance with the 
requirements of Section I, Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation.11 Based on the nature 
and extent of the findings associated with the branch campus’s June 23, 2024 OER response, along 
with the shared resources between the campuses located 100 miles apart, the Commission questioned 
whether ACAST provides the necessary management and administrative oversight to operate a branch 
location in compliance with accrediting standards. As such, the November 26, 2024 Warning directed 
the school to provide an assessment of the operation of the branch campus and provide information on 
the oversight. 
 
In response to the November 26, 2024 Warning, ACAST provided the estimated hours by shared 
positions to include President  daily contact, regular contact with , and 
monthly oversight by the Director of Academic Affairs. Additionally, ACAST indicated that the 
Director of Financial Aid is on-site for new student orientations, funding audits, and training 
opportunities and completes the packaging with the branch-based assistant. The Human Resources 
support is a new hire and the “scheduled times of her being on campus has yet to be determined” (Id., 
pg. 96). While ACAST provided the amount of time spent at each campus, the response does not 
provide a justification as how these arrangements contribute to and in fact do not dilute the adequacy 
of the management and administrative capacity of each campus. 
 
In response to a description of any management lapses that have impacted the branch campus’s ability 
to demonstrate compliance with accrediting standards, ACAST identified the absent campus director 
as the primary lapse with a secondary issue of “adopting many of the same practices that were used at 
the main campus” (Id., pg. 96). This is of particular concern given the number of findings that remain 
as referenced in this Probation. In addition, ACAST did not provide an explanation of the changes the 
school intends to make as a result of the assessment of management, only noting the new Vice President 
of Campus Operations. Based on the number of findings contained in the branch campus Probation, the 
Commission found ACAST out of compliance with regard to its ability to adequately manage the 
branch campus (Section VIII (B)(1), substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 
 
Therefore, the Commission directs ACAST to submit the following: 

a. An updated description as to the school’s oversight of the Kissimmee branch campus facilities to 
include which positions are shared with both campuses and the amount of time spent at each campus 
along with a justification as to how these arrangements contribute to and in fact do not dilute the 
adequacy of the management and administrative capacity of each campus; 

b. A description of any management lapses that may have impacted the branch campus’s ability to 
demonstrate compliance with accrediting standards; 

c. An explanation of the changes ACAST intends to make as a result of the assessment of 
management; and 

 
10 A main school is responsible and accountable to the Commission for its separate facilities and is responsible and accountable for 
compliance with accrediting standards by its separate facilities. The main school bears ultimate responsibility for compliance with 
accrediting standards by its separate facilities. Failure of the branch campus to operate in compliance with accrediting standards 
may be grounds for the main school to have its accreditation withdrawn. 
11 ACAST in Kissimmee, Florida has also been placed on Probation. 
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d. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in determining that 
ACAST provided sufficient support and management of the branch campus. 

 
Areas of Continued Concern: 
 
24. ACAST must demonstrate that the school’s physical facilities are sufficient to create an effective and 

suitable learning environment (e.g., resources, safety, etc.) (Section I (G)(2), Substantive Standards, 
Standards of Accreditation). The Commission previously found that ACAST was prioritizing safety 
initiatives including facility improvements and had earned a minimal amount of trust with regard to 
safety following the noted incidents.  

 
ACAST noted that the school renovated a break room for flight instructors, contracted for 
improvements on the campus’ green space, and that the new maintenance hangar organization has led 
to increased student engagement with maintenance (including maintenance staff participation in pre or 
post flight assessment) and increased student understanding of aircraft maintenance. ACAST sent a 
survey out to students asking for feedback on campus facilities and is looking to use that feedback 
during the school’s annual assessment period from February 1 to April 3, 2025. The Commission 
acknowledged ACAST’s initiatives and is interested in the results of the survey and any additional 
improvements the school seeks to make following its annual assessment period. 
 
Accordingly, the Commission directs ACAST to provide the following: 

a. A copy of the results from the referenced survey; 

b. A description of any changes or initiatives regarding the school’s facilities; 

c. Documentation of any changes or initiatives regarding the school’s facilities; and 

d. Any other information the school believes will assist the Commission in making a determination 
regarding the school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 

 
25. ACAST must demonstrate that all machinery and equipment is properly maintained and provided with 

proper safety devices, which are in working order and used whenever the machinery and equipment is 
operated (Section II (A)(5)(d), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). The Commission 
previously found that ACAST was prioritizing safety initiatives including equipment upkeep and had 
earned a minimal amount of trust with regard to safety following the noted incidents.  

 
ACAST noted that its maintenance department kept at least 34 of 38 aircraft available for training, 
maintained the school’s simulators, and freshly painted the hanger floor. One complainant ( ) 
additionally referenced “a noticeable improvement in upkeep and maintenance of the school’s aircraft 
following the accident earlier this year” (November 12, 2024 Warning, pg. 5). ACAST also noted that 
the school replaced its emergency equipment and continued to conduct testing on fire-detection devices 
and provided an aircraft inventory and photos of the school’s hanger and maintenance areas. The 
Commission acknowledged ACAST’s efforts in this area and is interested as to whether ACAST can 
consistently maintain this record of aircraft uptime. 
 
Accordingly, the Commission directs ACAST to provide the following: 

a. An update as to the month-by-month availability of aircraft from the time of the school’s last 
response to the school’s response to this letter; 

b. An update on all safety implementations; 

c. Documentation of all equipment-related safety implementations as described in (b.) above; and 
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d. Any additional information the school believes will assist the Commission in making a 
determination on the school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 

 
26. ACAST must demonstrate that the school has and adheres to a policy and procedure for fairly and 

consistently handling and addressing student complaints (Section VI (D)(1), Substantive Standards, 
Standards of Accreditation). The on-site evaluation team previously noted that the school’s catalog did 
not contain an updated ACCSC Student Complaint/Grievance Procedure as contained in the ACCSC 
Complaint Review Process Form (Section VI (D)(4), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation). ACAST provided documentation of an updated catalog. The on-site evaluation team 
also noted that ACAST did not demonstrate the school’s maintenance of a complete record of all written 
complaints (Section IV (D)(3), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation).  

 
In response to the June 23, 2024 OER, ACAST provided a list of ongoing or closed complaints. Given 
the anonymous complaints received by the Commission, the Commission reviewed the provided 
complaints and is interested in additional information regarding how the school adheres to its policy of 
addressing student complaints. The anonymous complaint dated April 29, 2024 appears to echo this 
concern, alleging the indifference of the school’s owner and the administrative staff regarding student 
concerns. ACAST’s July 3, 2024 response details the school’s solutions to complaints received since 
March 30, 2024. The response also notes the creation of a “formal Student Complaint Process to comply 
with Section VI – Student Services” (ACAST July 3, 2024 Response, pg. 40).  
 
The November 26, 2024 Warning directed the school to submit information of each complaint received 
by the school since August 1, 2024. In response, ACAST indicated that the school has not received any 
complaints nor any submissions to the Student Safety Concerns reporting portal. Nevertheless, given 
the totality of the issues included in this Probation, the Commission remains interested in the ongoing 
review of the school’s record of addressing complaints and in the school’s formal process; particularly 
as there is a perception that complaints are not addressed or effective.  
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs ACAST to submit the following: 

a. A record of each complaint received by the school since January 1, 2025 and the status of each 
(e.g., pending review, in review, pending decision, resolved, etc.); 

b. For each resolved complaint, an explanation of the resolution;   

c. A record of each submission to the Student Safety Concerns reporting portal and the status of each 
(e.g., pending review, in review, pending decision, resolved, etc.); 

d. For each submission to the reporting portal, an explanation of the resolution; and 

e. Any additional information ACAST believes will assist the Commission in determining the 
school’s compliance with accrediting standards. 

 
Participation in the process of accreditation is voluntary on the part of the school. However, schools seeking 
to maintain accreditation agree to support the accreditation process and to meet or exceed the Standards of 
Accreditation throughout the application and accreditation period. The burden rests with the school to show 
that it is meeting its mission, serving students, and meeting all requirements of the Standards of 
Accreditation in order to maintain ACCSC accreditation. That the school’s staff have chosen to, in some 
notable cases, abdicate that burden leaves the Commission to find the school out of compliance both with 
those associated areas but also with fundamental requirements of the accreditation process and standards. 
Because the burden rests with the school to establish that it is meeting accrediting standards, a school must 
supply the Commission with complete information and documentation showing the school’s compliance 
with all accrediting standards if the school is to maintain accreditation. 
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MAXIMUM TIMEFRAME TO ACHIEVE COMPLIANCE: 

According to Section VII (M), Rules of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation, where the 
Commission has found an area in which the school is out of compliance with accreditation standards or 
requirements, the Commission allots the maximum timeframe for the school to remedy the noncompliance 
or cure the deficiency. Given the scope and range of the concerns cited herein coupled with the fact that the  
school is already more than 12 months beyond its next accreditation date (February 2024), the maximum 
timeframe allowed for ACAST to achieve and demonstrate compliance with the Standards of Accreditation 
ends on March 19, 2026 unless the school can demonstrate good cause exists to extend this timeframe 
pursuant to  Section VII (M)(2), Rules of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
Also, please be advised that pursuant to these Rules, the Commission is not required to allow the maximum 
time frame to remedy noncompliance in all instances. The Commission may establish shorter time frames 
as deemed appropriate (e.g., if additional safety concerns were to become apparent), including taking 
immediate adverse action at its next meeting if the school does not demonstrate significant improvement in 
its compliance with the accrediting standards cited in this letter Section VII (M)(5), Rules of Process and 
Procedures, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
NOTIFICATION TO STUDENTS: 

Within seven days of receipt of the Probation notification and for the duration of that action, the school 
must: 

a. Inform current and prospective students in writing that the school has been placed/continued on 
Probation and provide such notice on the school’s website;  

b. Provide a summary that accurately describes the reasons for the Probation; and 

c. Provide the uniform resource locator (URL) where that action can be obtained from the Commission’s 
website. 

The school must within seven days inform current and prospective students in writing that the school has 
been continued on Probation, provide a summary of the reasons for the Probation, and indicate where that 
action can be obtained from the Commission’s website. (Section VII (L)(7) Rules of Process and Procedure, 
Standards of Accreditation). As part of the school’s response to this Probation, please provide a copy of the 
required notice provided to students. 
 
RESPONSE REQUIREMENTS: 

By applying for accreditation, a school accepts the obligation to demonstrate continuous compliance with 
the Standards of Accreditation. While the Commission employs its own methods to determine a school’s 
compliance with accrediting standards, the burden rests with the school to establish that it is meeting the 
standards. The Commission’s deliberations and decisions are made on the basis of the written record and 
thus a school must supply the Commission with complete documentation of the school’s compliance with 
accrediting standards. 
 
Aviator College of Aeronautical Science & Technology must provide a response to the items expressed 
above that provides the information requested along with any additional information that the school believes 
supports a demonstration of compliance with accrediting standards.12 If the school’s response contains 
documentation that includes personal or confidential student or staff information that is not required for the 

 
12 ACCSC has resources for submitting a well-documented and organized response for Commission consideration. As a reminder 
Section I (H)(1) Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, states that all submissions and notifications must be 
organized as required by the ACCSC Instructions for Electronic Submission. More information is available on the ACCSC website 
under Resources and Forms and Reports.  






